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years have wrought on our Nation’s
long-term economic security. It is
critically important that we realize
that every tax cut we debate or enact
today, will have a cost for workers and
future generations down the road. De-
spite the best wishes of some Senators,
there is no such thing as a tax cut that
pays for itself and the fiscal profligacy
of the last few years will have a dra-
matic effect on the economic opportu-
nities for the next generation of Ameri-
cans. Indeed, what has made this Na-
tion great is only the result of the
commitment of each generation of
Americans to leave a country for their
children and grandchildren that was a
little better than they found it. We
need to ask whether our economic
choices today will enable us to fulfill
that commitment.

A recent article in U.S. News and
World Report magazine has clearly laid
out what is at stake with the fiscal de-
cisions that we have made and will
continue to make in the months and
years to come. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that this article be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From U.S. News and World Report, May 1,

2006]
PLAYING FAIR ON TAXES
(By Mortimer B. Zuckerman)

Millions of Americans breathe relief at
having filed their tax returns. Once again
they were face to face with the complexities
of compliance, which is why the average
American family spends about 26 hours on
the task. Every administration promises it
will simplify the tax codes, but 60 percent of
Americans still need professional help, at a
cost of $150 billion a year. They are not dum-
mies. They are busy, honest people who have
to cope with grotesquely swollen federal tax
regulations. The number of rules has risen
by over 40 percent in the past four years,
from 46,900 in 2000 to 66,498 last year. Is there
anyone, really, who can figure out the com-
plicated and tricky alternative minimum
tax? Designed to stop rich people from
claiming too many deductions, it now en-
snares millions of middle-class families.

There is no point in expecting Congress to
simplify the tax code. Why? Because con-
gressmen need lobbyists to get elected,
which means they need millions of dollars,
and the lobbyists are intent on inventing
new complexities to give tax breaks to well-
connected companies and individuals or for
fashionable public crusades.

Even more lamentably, Congress, over the
past five years, has diminished the progres-
sivity of our tax system, which has always
required richer people to pay a higher rate
than poorer ones. A progressive tax has long
supported an expanding middle class and
should provide the greatest rewards for the
people who work hardest. But the Bush tax
cuts have made it less so.

The 2001 income tax rate cuts and the 2003
capital-gains and dividends cuts have low-
ered the average tax rate for the richest one
tenth of 1 percent of Americans by 3.8 per-
cent but reduced taxes just .03 percent for
the bottom 20 percent. Of the tax savings on
investment, the lion’s share—more than 70
percent—went to the top 2 percent. Of the 90
percent of taxpayers who make less than
$100,000, only 14 percent benefited from the
dividend-tax cut and only 5 percent from the
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capital-gains-tax cut. People who own stocks
hold them in retirement accounts, which are
ineligible for investment relief, and when
withdrawn, the profits are reduced by the
higher rate applied to wage earnings.

In this way, the tax burden on the richest
has been reduced to where those who earn $10
million or more pay at a lesser rate than
those who earn between $500,000 and $1 mil-
lion. (And the top 400 pay at an even lower
rate!) In part, that’s why the share of income
going to the top 1 percent of Americans has
jumped from 9 percent to 14 percent of our
national income, an increase of 50 percent. It
is inequitable, reprehensible, absurd, and un-
fair. Is it any wonder that an NBC News/
Wall Street Journal poll last year found that
most Americans, 54 percent, believed the
Bush tax cuts weren’t worth it?

Class warfare? Yes, these cuts have helped
stimulate the economy. But they have also
turned the impressive fiscal surplus when
President Clinton left office into a long-term
budget deficit now trillions of dollars, of
which about 60 percent can be attributed to
the ‘“‘Bush effect.” These deficits are mort-
gaging workers” future pay gains to fund
baby boomers’ retirement payments.

And they’re being financed with borrowed
money, which will have to be repaid, with in-
terest, by taxpayers of the future. All of this
as we face an aging population that will
drive up the cost of government retirement
programs with serious consequences for our
future living standards in the form of higher
taxes or lower benefits. Social Security will
provide less of a safety net; Medicare will
not be able to guarantee healthcare to older
Americans; and Medicaid will no longer be
able to help the poor.

The tax cuts on investment income should
not be extended after they expire in 2010. One
argument in favor of keeping the cuts in
place is that eliminating them would hurt
economic growth. Yet, when President Clin-
ton raised the marginal rate on high in-
comes, the opposite occurred: Unemploy-
ment dropped without causing inflation; pro-
ductivity and growth accelerated to levels
not seen since the 1960s, and the budget def-
icit was converted to an impressive surplus.
Government borrowing stopped draining the
capital markets, freeing up money for pri-
vate investment.

Nor can it be said that taking these new
tax cuts from the wealthy would amount to
class warfare. It is hardly class warfare to
suggest that some of the $750 billion a year
that the top 10 percent of income earners are
taking in now should go to sustain the fiscal
health of the country and the expansion of
our middle class and to maintain America as
a true land of opportunity.

Remember that job security, private pen-
sions, and employer-provided healthcare cov-
erage are being cut back. Remember that
there is significant erosion in public services
such as schools, colleges, transportation,
health, recreation, and job training. Under-
stand why large numbers of people in our so-
ciety are feeling increasingly vulnerable. It
is time to redress the balance.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
SPANGLER CANDY COMPANY

e Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today I
recognize an outstanding achievement
resulting from a century of hard work
and perseverance. This August, the
Spangler Candy Company, a family-
owned business based in Bryan, OH,
will be celebrating its 100th birthday.
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This is quite a milestone—a testament
to Spangler’s commitment to its cus-
tomers and community.

On August 20, 1906, Arthur Spangler
purchased the Gold Leaf Baking Com-
pany in Defiance, OH, for $450 and
moved the operations to Bryan. The
Spangler Manufacturing Company was
born, originally producing baking soda,
baking powder, corn starch, laundry
starch, spices, and flavorings. Arthur’s
brother, Ernest, joined the company 2
years later and suggested adding candy
to the production line. This proved to
be an excellent idea. In 1920, the name
changed from the Spangler Manufac-
turing Company to the Spangler Candy
Company. Since that time, the
Spangler Candy Company has remained
a family-owned and operated business
and maintains the values that made it
so successful—hard work and innova-
tion.

In 2001, an outside warehouse fire at
Oberhaus Enterprises in Archibold, OH,
destroyed 110,000 cases of Spangler
products at a value of $6.5 million. This
disaster could very easily have de-
stroyed the Spangler spirit, but in-
stead, it only made the organization
stronger. Today, the Spangler Candy
Company employs about 400 people in
the United States and is a global leader
in confectionary production and sales.
The company has helped many Ohioans
build their dreams, while at the same
time, the Spangler Corporation has
achieved the American dream.

So today I salute the Spangler Cor-
poration for a century of demanding
work, inspiration, and commitment to
the northwest Ohio area. I wish them
all the best for the next 100 years.®

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his
secretaries.

———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate
proceedings.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. CORNYN,
and Mr. VITTER):

S. 3488. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue code of 1986 to expand the permissible
use of health savings accounts to include
health insurance payments, to increase the
dollar limitation for contributions to health
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savings accounts, to allow the rollover of un-
used funds from health reimbursement ar-
rangements to health savings accounts, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
By Mr.
BURR):
S. 3489. A bill to provide loans and grants
for fire sprinkler retrofitting in nursing fa-
cilities; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

DODD (for himself and Mr.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 635
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
KyYL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 635,
a bill to amend title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act to improve the bene-
fits under the medicare program for
beneficiaries with kidney disease, and
for other purposes.
S. 2278
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2278, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to improve the
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of
heart disease, stroke, and other cardio-
vascular diseases in women.
S. 2599
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. LOoTT) and the Senator from Utah
(Mr. HATCH) were added as cosponsors
of S. 2599, a bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act to prohibit the
confiscation of firearms during certain
national emergencies.
S. 2635
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2635, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the trans-
portation fringe benefit to bicycle com-
muters.
S. 2658
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2658, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to enhance the na-
tional defense through empowerment
of the Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau and the enhancement of the func-
tions of the National Guard Bureau,
and for other purposes.
S. 2831
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2831, a bill to guarantee
the free flow of information to the pub-
lic through a free and active press
while protecting the right of the public
to effective law enforcement and the
fair administration of justice.
S. 3114
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 3114, a bill to establish
a bipartisan commission on insurance
reform.
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S. 3486

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mrs. LINCOLN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 3486, a
bill to protect the privacy of veterans,
spouses of veterans, and other persons
affected by the security breach at the
Department of Veterans Affairs on May
3, 2006, and for other purposes.

S. RES. 494

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. DOLE) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 494, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate regarding
the creation of refugee populations in
the Middle East, North Africa, and the
Persian Gulf region as a result of
human rights violations.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DODD (for himself and
Mr. BURR):

S. 3489. A bill to provide loans and
grants for fire sprinkler retrofitting in
nursing facilities; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce bipartisan legislation with
my colleague from North Carolina,
Senator BURR, that seeks to protect
nursing home residents, staff, and visi-
tors from the dangers associated with
fire.

In February, 2003, a multialarm fire
at a nursing home in Hartford, CT,
took the lives of 16 residents. It was
the worst nursing home fire in Con-
necticut’s history. The tragic loss of
life was made worse by the fact that
the nursing home lacked an automatic
sprinkler system—a defect disturbingly
present in many nursing homes across
the country.

I believe many Americans—espe-
cially those with a loved one in a nurs-
ing home facility—would be shocked to
learn that, according to the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, GAO, be-
tween 20 and 30 percent of the coun-
try’s 17,000 nursing homes lack an
automatic sprinkler system. In its 2004
report, the GAO found that ‘‘the sub-
stantial loss of life in the [Hartford
fire] could have been reduced or elimi-
nated by the presence of properly func-
tioning automatic sprinkler systems.”
Furthermore, the report concluded
that ‘“‘the Federal oversight of nursing
home compliance with fire safety
standards is inadequate.”

Responding to the fire in Hartford
and a similar tragedy in Nashville, TN,
the Center for Medicare and Medicaid
Services, CMS, required that nursing
homes without automatic sprinkler
systems install battery-operated
smoke detectors. While this new re-
quirement was viewed as a positive
step, it was largely criticized by fire
and patient-safety advocates because
smoke detectors are often not wired to
a central alarm system or a fire depart-
ment.
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I believe it is safe to assume that
nursing home directors do not choose
freely to operate their facilities with-
out automatic sprinkler systems. Ac-
cording to the GAO and American
Health Care Association, most nursing
homes simply cannot afford the cost
incurred by installing an automatic
sprinkler system. Furthermore, almost
all of these facilities cannot afford the
cost because of forces beyond their con-
trol. Today, nursing homes—including
many in Connecticut—are financially
strained by inadequate reimbursement
rates from Medicare and Medicaid, ris-
ing insurance premiums, rising energy
costs, and the general cost of care for
some of our country’s sickest patients.

That is why Senator BURR and I are
introducing this legislation. The Nurs-
ing Home Fire Safety Act of 2006 con-
tains two principal components.

First, the legislation includes a reso-
lution expressing the sense of Congress
that, within 5 years, every nursing
home facility in the United States
should be equipped with an automatic
sprinkler system. The resolution also
urges CMS to adopt the National Fire
Protection Association’s Life Safety
Code, a nationally-renowned set of cri-
teria addressing ‘‘construction, protec-
tion, and occupancy features necessary
to minimize danger to life from fire, in-
cluding smoke, fumes, or panic.”

Second, the legislation provides low-
interest loans and grants to nursing
homes in proven need of financial as-
sistance. The larger loan initiative as-
sists nursing homes that cannot afford
the upfront costs of installing auto-
matic sprinkler systems but can afford
to pay back a low-interest Government
loan. The smaller grant initiative
would assist qualified nursing homes
that lack any ability to pay for the in-
stallation of an automatic sprinkler
system. Together, these initiatives
would provide critical resources to pre-
vent tragedies like those seen in Hart-
ford and Nashville from occurring
again.

I thank my colleague from North
Carolina, Senator BURR, for intro-
ducing this bipartisan measure with
me. I also thank Congressmen JOHN
LARSON from Connecticut and PETER
KING from New York for spearheading
companion legislation in the House. I
look forward to working with all of my
colleagues to protect nursing home
residents, staff, and visitors from the
dangers associated with fire.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the legislation be printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3489

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE .

This Act may be cited as the
Home Fire Safety Act of 2006°°.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF CONGRESS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the
lowing:

“Nursing

fol-
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